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Response to Amendment 

The amendments filed on 1 1/02/2006 are sufficient to overcome the prior art 
rejection, filed 7/28/2006. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(e), (0 or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 13, 14, 15, 18, 19, 21, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over 
Kaufman et al. (6,063,306) in view of Pasqualoni et al ( 2003/0064671). 

Kaufman et al. teaches a chemical mechanical polishing solution useful for 
tantalum (see back ground), comprising: an etchant, hydrogen peroxide (see col.5, line 
25 on) in quantities of 0.5 to 36 wt% (within the range noted in applicants claim 19); 
organic amino compounds (as in claim 18), used the inhibit the polishing rate of the 
substrate (i.e. a modifiers) (see col.6, lines 3-22) in quantity of 0.005 to 10 wt% 
(overlapping and within the range of claim 19); surfactants in quantity of 0.001 to 0.2 
wt% (within the range of claim 19) (see col.6. line 56-67); and a plurality of particles, in 
quantity of about 3-45 % by volume solids, which would provide a solution of void 
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volume ratio of about one and applicants range in claims 14, and 19 (see col 10. lines 
40-46). 

Kaufman et al. fails to teach the specifically claimed particle diameter ranging 
from 500 to 2000 microns, as in applicants claims 1 and 19. 

Pasqualoni et al. ( 2003/0064671) teaches an improvement to a chemical 
mechanical polishing solutions useful for tantalum which included abrasive particles in 
size greater than 0.5 micron, which encompasses applicants specifically claimed range 
of 500 to 2000 microns in diameter, as in applicants claims 1,19, 23, and 24. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made, to modify the CMP solution of Kaufman et al., to include larger size 
abrasive particles, as in Pasqualoni et al., because Pasqualoni et al. teaches a benefit 
of zero chatter mark defects on the polished wafer (see last sentence para. 25). 

As to claim 15, Kaufman et al. (6,063,306) teaches the solution comprises a 
solvent, such as water (see col. 5, lines 47-50). 

As to claim 21, Kaufman et al. teaches use of spherically shaped particles, which 
is written on the limitation "non-abrasive particles' (See several references to such in 
Section III. The Abrasive). 

As to claim 22, Kaufman et al. (6,063,306) teaches the particles are comprised of 
metal oxide abrasives selected from alumina, titania, zirconia, silica, ceria and mixtures 
thereof. 
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Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

Claims 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Kaufman et al. 
(6,063,306) and Pasqualoni et al ( 2003/0064671 )m, as applied to claims 13, 14, 15, 18, 
19,21, and 22 above, further in view of Vanell et al. (5,750,440) 

The modified invention of Kaufman et al. is silent as to the time particles are in 
the solution a duration of at least 8 hours, as in claims 16 and 20. 

Vanell et al. teaches it is known that polishing rates may be varied depending on 
the delay time of used after the particles are mixed into a slurry, between 2 and 10 
hours, which encompasses applicants' claimed range of at least 8 hours (see col. 3, line 
7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made, to include the time particles are in the solution, as Vanell et al., 
when forming a cmp solution, as Hsu et al., because Vanell et al. teaches polishing rate 
may be varied depending on the length of time (i.e. while particles are flocculating), a 
process parameter controlled to achieve desired results (see col. 3, lines 5-10). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants' repeatedly argue, on pages 5, 6, and 7 that Hsu fails to teach a 
combination of the newly amended specified etchants and an additional modifier, 
examiner agree. 

Applicants' state, twice on page 6, pone would not have been motivated to 
modify the prior art teachings, but fail to indicate reasons for why examiners' reasons 
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for obviousness are lacking. If applicant has an argument to present on the subject, 
examiner is willing to respond. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patricia A. George whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5955. The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays between 7:00am 
and 4:30pm. 



J 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nadine Norton can be reached on (571)272-1465. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Patricia A George 

Examiner 

Art Unit 1765 




